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Introduction 
Early in this decade, evidence became available that suggested the 
emergence of a new trend in population growth and migration for certain 
areas of the United States. U. S. Census Bureau estimates, first analyzed 
by Beale (197 5), showed nonmetropolitan counties in the nation growing 
faster than metropolitan counties. This represented a reversal from the 
trends of previous decades. 
The initial reaction to this analysis was that this was probably 
" ... just an increased rate of sprawl out of metropolitan areas into adjacent 
nonmetropolitan territories." (Beale, 1976:954) There was evidence that 
several metropolitan areas had been experiencing considerable decentraliza-
tion of population beyond the suburbs and into the rural-urban fringe. Counter-
ing this explanation, however, was the observation of growth in previous 
no-growth areas such as the Ozarks, Northern New England I the Upper Great 
Lakes 1 portions of the Appalachian and Blue Ridge Mountain regions and 
areas in the Rocky Mountain West. (Beale, 1976:95 6) 
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Table 1. Population Change and Net Migration by Metropolitan 
Status, United States, 1970-1975 
Percent Popu- Percent Net 
lation Change Migration 
1970-75 1960-70 1970-75 1960-70 
Total U. S. 4.8 13.4 1.2 1.7 
Metropolitan Countles 4.1 17.0 .4 4.7 
Nonmetropolitan Count1es 6.6 4.4 3.4 -5.7 
Adjacent Counties 7.3 7.3 4.1 -2.7 
Nonadjacent Counties 5.9 1.4 2.7 -8.7 
Entirely Rural Counties 7.0 -4.2 4.9 -12.2 
SOURCE: Beale, 1977 
Further analysis of available data by Beale refuted the "decentralization" 
explanation as the sole reason for the increased nonmetropolitan growth. rable 1 
shows nonmetropolitan counties with a higher growth rate and a substantial edge 
in net migration during the 1970's, which is a reversal from the 1960's. The 
further breakdown of nonmetropolitan counties into those adjacent to metropolitan 
areas versus those farther removed illustrates the expanded nature of the 
current rural growth. While the adjacent counties have grown as much in the 
first five years of the 1970's as they did in the total decade of the sixties, the 
nonadjacent counties I in relative terms I have experienced a much greater 
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change. Further, separating out tne entirely rural counties (those with no 
village or town of 21500 population or more) provides more evidence of the 
current rural turnaround. These rural counties which lost populat1on at the 
rate of 4.2 percent in the 1960's have grown by 7.0 percent so farm this 
decade. The net migration figures solidify this trend. 
One bit of additional evidence was provided by Beale (1977) when he 
cross-classified nonmetropolitan counties by growth rates and population 
density. The greatest percentage increase was found in counties with the 
least density (under 10 people per square mile). These same counties had 
lost population in the 1960's. 
The Situation in Ohio 
In an effort to determine if areas in Ohio were experiencing population 
change similar to the national trends I changes in county populations were 
analyzed. 
Ohio counties were first sorted as metropolitan and nonmetropolitan 
using the official designation of the Census Bureau of Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (SMSA) or non-SMSA. SMSA' s are composed of a central 
county, which contains a major city I plus additional adjacent counties which 
are considered to be closely tied I in economic terms 1 to the central county. 
Past experience has shown differences in population growth patterns for the 
core count1es I many of which have undergone decline 1 than for the fringe 
counties 1 which have gained through decentralization. Thus 1 the core and 
fringe counties were separated for analysis . 
It rmght also be hypothesized that the size of the metropolitan county 
would be related to population change. In the 1960's I the larger SMSA' s 
(as a group) had lower growth rates than did the smaller areas. Thus I Ohio's 
metropolitan core counties were divided mto three size groups I as were their 
associated fringe counties. 
A s1milar distinction was made for the nonmetropolitan counties in the 
state. These 49 counties were divided on the basis of the size of the largest 
place in the county. The categories consisted of counties whose largest 
place was over 10 I 000 in population I those 2 1 500 to 10 1 000 and those counties 
with no urban place. 
The full set of categories is as follows:ll 
Metropolitan 
Core -- The counties containing the central city of an SMSA 
Large -- SMSA' s of 11000 I 000 or more 
Medium -- SMSA' s of 250 I 000 to 999,999 
Small -- SMSA' s under 250 I 000 
Fnnge -- The noncore SMSA counties 
Large -- Fringe counties of SMSA' s of 1 1 000,000 or more 
1/ For a sim1lar use of core and size categories, see Fuguitt (1976). 
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Medium -- Fringe counties of SMSA' s of 250, 000 to 999 1 999 
Small -- Fringe counties of SMSA' s under 250 1 000 
Nonmetropolitan 
SLP 10, 000+ -- Counties where the largest urban place is over 10,000 
SLP 21 500 - 9, 999 -- Counties where the largest urban place is 2, 500 
to 9, 999 
SLP under 2, 500 -- Counties with no urban places 
Table 2 presents the full set of data for Ohio's counties, including total 
population, net migration~ percent change and percent net migration for the 
1960 to 1970 and 1970 to 1975 periods. 
Table 3 simplifies the population change and net migration rates by 
placing them on an annual bas1s. For example, the total rates for the 19 70 
to 1975 period have been divided by 5 and the 1960 to 1970 rates have been 
divided by 10. This allows a more accurate comparison of population change 
and net migration. 
Figure 1 depicts in graphic form the populat1on change rates for the 
various county groups and Figure 2 does the same for net migration rates. 
V Population growth is the result of natural increases and net migrat10n. 
Natural increase is obtained by subtracting the deaths that occur during a given 
time from the births that occur. Net migration is the difference between the 
number of people who move into an area and the number who move out. In this 
analysis we are analyzing total population change and net migration as a major 
component of that change. 
1'ablc 2. PopHlltion and Net Migr:ttion, 1970-1)75 and ]_960-1970, by Metropolitan and 
Nonmetropolitan Status, Ohio 
Percent Percent 
Ho. -----------~ul_cc tion Cha!!ft~ Net Mifi!ration Net Mifiration 
Countje:'.: l ')'(5 
State Total 88 10, h'J,OOO 
Metropolitan.!! 39 8, 608,400 
Core 16 6,972,100 
Laree 3 3,375,000 
Medium 7 2,804,500 
Small 6 792,600 
Frinee 23 1,636,)00 
Large 9 778,100 
!>'tedium 9 61H, 200 
Small 5 217,000 
NonmetropoLL tan 
''r.J 2,150,700 
SLP 10,000+ ?/ 2( 1,5')5.500 
SLP 2,500-9,CJ9') 1') '' 'J7, 8oo 
SLP under 2, 500 1: 57, 1100 
1J l'letropolitan defjnition ac; of 197t~. 
~ SLP = Size of Largest Place. 
1)"70 
10, t:57 '423 
8,596,388 
7,069,356 
3,1180,028 
2,8ll,512 
777.816 
1,527,032 
708,369 
608,325 
210,338 
2,061,035 
1,545,9'79 
1~63, 876 
51,180 
SOURCi:<:S: D:-~ta aggregated i'r•)m county data. 
1960 
9,706,39'! 
7,74-4,674 
6,t~62, 228 
3,194.939 
2,564,431 
702,858 
1,282,44-6 
570,196 
505,354 
206,896 
1,961,723 
1,454,677 
453,061 
53.985 
1no~75 1960-70 1970-75 r 1960-70 1970-75 1960-70 
1.0 9.8 -281,100 -129,315 - 2. 6 - 1. 3 
o. 1 11.0 -298,600 - 47,204 - 3.5 - 0.6 
- 1. 4 9.4 -339,400 -132,234 - 4.8 - 2. 0 
- 3.0 8.9 -21Li. 200 - 82,788 - 6. 2 - 2. 6 
- o. 2 9. 6 -ll0,200 - 45,896 - 3. 9 - 1. 8 
1.9 10.7 - 15,000 - 3.550 - 1. 9 - 0.5 
7.2 19. 1 40,800 85,030 2.7 6.6 
9. 8 24.2 34,700 56,432 4.9 9. 9 
5.4 20.4 5,300 40,912 0.9 8.1 
3. 2 1.7 8oo - 12,314 0.4 - 6. 0 
4-.4 5.1 17,500 - 82,111 0.8 - 4.2 
3. 2 6.3 - 5,100 - 48,683 - 0.3 - 3.3 
7.3 2.4 17,500 - 27,922 3. 8 - 6.2 
12. 2 5.2 5,100 - 5,506 10.0 -10. 2 
1')75 populatlon ·tnc.l 1')70-1975 net migration from: U. S. Bureau of the Census, Estimates of the Population of Ohio 
_Qounties, Scri•:~~· P-2c·, No. 7']-35, September 1976. 
Jr)CO ,,_nd 1·no po~)ll · ati.r'n from: U. S. Bur8au of the Census, Number of Inhabitants, FC( 1 )-A37. 
c ~'()0-J')'{O net ml;~•·ct:c:n f'rcm: U<'~;DA, ilconomic Hesearch Service, Het l4igration uf the Population, 1)60-70, 
Pc>pulation-i'Uc;rat.ion lieJlOI't, Lcrt 2, J'.'75. 
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Table 3. Average Annual Population Change and Net Migration I Ohio I 
1960-1970 and 1970-1975 
Average Annual Average Annual 
Percent Population Percent 
Change Net Migration 
1970-75 1960-70 1970-75 1960-70 
State Total .20 .98 - .52 - .13 
Metropolitan .02 1.10 - .70 - . 06 
Core - .28 .94 - . 96 - . 20 
Large - .60 .89 -1.24 - . 26 
Medium - .04 .96 - .78 - .18 
Small .38 1.07 - . 38 - .OS 
Fringe 1.44 1. 91 .54 .66 
Large 1. 96 2.42 .98 .99 
Medium 1.08 2.04 .18 .81 
Small .64 .17 .08 - .60 
Nonmetropolitan .88 .51 .16 - .42 
SLP 10 I 000+ .64 .63 - .06 - . 33 
SLP 2 I 500-9 I 999 1.46 .24 .78 - . 62 
SLP under 2, 500 2.44 - . 52 2.00 -1.02 
SOURCE: See Table 2 . 
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FIGURE 1. Average Annual Percent Population Change 
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FIGURE 2. Average Annual Percent Net Migration 
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State Totals 
Total population growth has slowed considerably in Ohio in recent years. 
The average growth rate of nearly one percent per year in the 1960's has 
dropped to 0. 2 percent. Correspondingly, the net rate of out-migration from 
Ohio has gone up four times (- .13 to -.52). In absolute terms, the state had 
a net loss through migration of 129,315 people in the 1960's and has lost 
slightly over 281,000 persons so far in the 1970's. 
But while total change has been low, the change in populatwn of the 
various county groupings indicates that redistribution has been taking place. 
Metropolitan counties have remained virtually static in total populatwn since 
1970, while nonmetropolitan counties have grown by 4.4 percent. Metropolitan 
counties have had a net out-migration in this time period (-3 .5 percent) as 
compared to a net in-migration of 0. 8 percent for the nonmetropolitan counties. 
Analysis of Metropolitan Counties 
Table 3 provides a basis for analyzing the various subcategories of 
metropolitan counties in the state. A maJor difference in growth patterns is 
noted by comparing core and fringe counties. The core counties of SMSA' s 
have lost population at the rate of .28 percent per year since 1970, while 
fnnge counties have grown by an annual rate of 1.44 percent. It is not sur-
prising that there 1s more growth in the fringe counties. In the 1960's, the 
fnnge counties grew faster than core counties, largely through the decentral-
ization of population out from the core cities to the rural-urban fringe. This is 
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evidenced through migration rates which showed a net out-migration from the 
cores and a net in-migration to the fringes in that decade. However I it ap-
pears that although the annual growth rates of both groupings are lower so 
far in the seventies 1 the difference between them has increased. Or I stated 
another way, growth rates of core metropolitan counties have declined faster 
than the growth rates of the fringe counties. 
Further analysis of core and fringe growth by size of the metropolitan 
area is also instructive. Among core counties I only the smallest showed 
population gain. The large counties lost at the rate of . 60 percent per year 
in the five years since 1970 and medium sized counties lost . 04 percent 
annually. Each of these represents a substantial decline from corresponding 
rates in the decade of the 1960's. 
The size relationship is reversed for the fringe counties. Here, the 
fringes of the larger SMSA' s are growing faster than the medium or small areas. 
However, it is only in the small category that we find faster growth in the 
seventies than in the sixties. This is further amplified by noting that the 
fringes of small SMSA' s had an annual out-migration rate of . 60 in the 1960's 
compared to a slight in-migration rate of . 08 more recently. 
Analysis of Nonmetropolitan Counties 
When the nonmetropolitan counties are subdivided by the size of the 
largest place in the county, one gets a more complete picture of the meaning 
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of the "rural turnaround" in Ohio. From Table 3 and Figures 1 and 2, it is 
ev1dent that all three classes of nonmetropolitan counties are growing. 
However 1 the extent of growth is inverse to the amount of urbanization in 
the counties. Those nonmetropolitan counties with places of over 10,000 
population are growing at nearly the same rate in the 1970• s as they did in 
the 1960•s. In the earlier period, however, they were the fastest growing 
nonmetropolitan counties. In the current period they have shown the least 
growth. 
The most dramatic change is in the counties with no urban population; 
i.e., the largest place is a village of under 2,500 population. From an 
average population decline of • 52 percent per year in the previous decade 1 
these small counties have shown a reversal and are currently growing at a 
rate of 2. 44 percent per year. In fact, this group shows the highest growth 
rate of all county groupings I metropolitan or nonmetropolitan. The same 
pattern is evident with regard to net migration. These totally rural counties 
had the highest annual rate of net out-migration of all counties in the sixties 
and show by far the highest rate of net in-migration in the seventies. Com-
paring all county groupings I only the three categories of metropolitan fringe 
counties and the two smallest categories of nonmetropolitan counties show a 
net in-migration in this decade. 
A note of caution is due here regarding the magnitude of the population 
change and net migration in the nonmetropolitan counties. While the change 
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is significant and impressive, the absolute numbers of people involved must 
be kept in perspective. The total nonmetropolitan change involves a gain of 
under 90,000 people in the five years since 1970. In addition, in the high 
growth counties with no urban populatwn, the total absolute Increase was only 
slightly over 6, 200 persons. The point here is that in a county of 10,000 
people, for example I a gain of 1 1 000 population represents a ten percent in-
crease. This increase would be s1gnificant for that county and have cons1derable 
consequences for it. But one must guard against the impression that the 
rural turnaround involves a massive draining of Ohio's cities with hordes of 
migrants lining the highways into the countryside. 
Conclusion 
The objective of this paper has been to document Ohio's participation in 
the national trend towards nonmetropolitan growth. The data have convincingly 
shown that the nonmetropolitan areas of the state have grown at far greater 
rates than anyone would have predicted, based on previous trends. In fact, it 
is those rural areas with the poorest growth records and highest rates of out-
migration in the past, that are now showing the greatest growth and in-m1gration. 
Earlier analysis of individual county population change showed that the Ohio 
counties most directly involved in this turnaround were the Appalachian counties 
in southern and eastern Ohio. (Thomas 1 19 7 6) In addition I a number of basically 
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rural agricultural counties in west central Ohio showed evidence of shifting 
from net out-migration to net in-migration in the current period o 
Having documented the trends, crucial and interesting questions are 
raised. What is behind these trends? Why are people moving to these low 
density rural counties? And fmally 1 what are the implications of this new 
growth for the counties and communities involved? At the present time I there 
is little solld evidence available to answer these questions. A number of 
research proJects are underway in vanous states I including Ohio I which will 
give us additional evidence. 
Among the hypotheses being tested are suggestions that migration of 
retirement aged persons to rural areas may have increased. With more aged 
populatwn today and increased social security and pension benefits I it is 
possible that more of these people are leaving urban areas after retirement. 
Also to be considered is the possibility that younger and middle aged urbanites 
have become disenchanted with the negative aspects of city life such as 
congest10n I pollution, crime, etc o and opted for rural communities o Residential 
preference studies have shown for a number of years that a majority of urban 
residents prefer a rural or small town residence. One general theory of 
migration suggests that the decision to migrate involves a weighing and 
balancmg of positlve and negative factors at the current residence against 
similar factors at potential destinations. (Lee, 1966) It may be that for in-
creasing numbers of people, the negative factors in urban areas have increased 
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or the attractiveness of rural areas has increased (or both) to the point that 
the balance has been tipped in favor of rural communities. In line with this 
hypothesis is the suggestion that something of a "back to the land" movement 
exists among a portion of c1ty dwellers. 
A further hypothesis I not unrelated to the others, is that increased job 
opportunities now exist in the turnaround areas. These jobs could result from 
the decentralizat10n of industry or from energy related activities. Certainly 
coal and the generation of electricity have taken on increased importance in 
the Appalachian region of Ohio. For those people with a predispositlOn to 
migrate, any increase in economic activity in the area could be a facilitating 
factor in the final decision. It should be recognized that the turnaround areas 
have sent a relatively large number of migrants to urban areas in past decades. 
Thus I these people form a large pool of potential return migrants. 
Implications 
Research is also currently underway which will provide answers to 
questions concerning the possible implications of the rural turnaround. Certainly 1 
the consequences will depend in part on the characteristics of the migrants. A 
large number of older retired people 1 for example I will mean that the receiving 
areas will have greater need for increased medical facilities and 1 depending 
on the status of the retirees, perhaps greater welfare costs. If 1 on the other 
hand, the migrants are younger families with children, then we may see sub-
stantial effects on school systems and local taxes. 
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Of perhaps greater significance is the potent1al for conflict between 
old and new residents. The migrants may begm demanding services of the 
type they had become accustomed to in the c1ty, such as community or county 
water and sewage systems, street lights and sidewalks, newer schools, or 
larger police or fire departments. If this occurs, it could bring them up against 
the nat1ve population who are content with thmgs the way they are and do not 
want increased taxes to pay for such services and facilltles. Only with the 
passage of time and as research results accrue, will we be able to say for 
certain what the balance of pos1tive and negatlve implications will be. 
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